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JOB PROGRESS REPORT

State of: Idaho Title: Interagency Coordination of
Fi sh Passage Requirenents

Project No.: AFS-2 & AFS2-1

Subproject No.: |

Period Covered: March 1, 1985 to February 28, 1986

OBJECTI VES

To provide expertise on matters of anadromous fish passage to working
conmittees involved with fish passage in the Colunbia and Snake rivers as
wel | as effectuate interagency coordination of matters regarding
anadromous fish passage in the Col unbia River basin.

PROCEDURES

A fish passage specialist was assigned to three working conmttees
that are responsible to the state and federal fishery agencies for the
devel opnent and oversight of fish passage operating criteria and plans.
This specialist, representing |daho Departnent of Fish and Gane (IDFG, was
a menber of the followi ng conmttees:

1. The Fish Passage Comrittee of the Colunbia Basin Fish and
Wldlife Council (CBFVC).

2. The Fish Passage Devel opnment and Eval uati on Program (FPDEP)
of the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers.

3. The Research Review Subconmittee, a subconmittee of FPDEP,
assures that proper research needs are being addressed and
that anadrompus fish are not subjected to wunnecessary or

poorly designed research eval uati ons.

4. The Northwest Power Planning Council (NPPC) Mainstem Passage
Advi sory Committee (MPAC).

The fish passage specialist inspected adult fish passageways at | ower
Snake River hydroel ectric projects.
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RESULTS

Fi sh Passage Committee Participation

The anadronous Fish Passage Comrittee (FPC) is established under the
CBFWC to develop coordinated technical and policy analyses for Council
consi deration. Menbers of the FPC have the follow ng objectives and duties:

A. To coordinate analyses of menmber entity representatives on technical
aspects and matters of policy relative to dam operations and water
managenent within the Col unmbia Basin relating to:

1. Adult anadromous fish mgration

(a) Design and operation of adult passage facilities,
i ncluding devel opnment and periodic revision of basic
operati ng standards.

(b) Spillway, powerhouse and other operations as they
affect adult migration.

2. Juvenil e anadromous fish mgration

(a) Reservoir inmpacts on anadronous fish.

(b) Water budget and other main stem migration flows and
spills, and developrment of annual Detailed Fishery
Operating Plan (DFOP).

(c) Juvenile fish transportation.

(d) Design and operation of juvenile bypass facilities to
i nclude devel opnent and annual revision of basi c
oper ati ng standards.

(e) Spillway operations affecting juvenile survival.

(f) Coordination of flows and hatchery rel eases.

B. To provide technical guidance to the Water Budget Manager; to
monitor the manager's work and report periodically to the
Counci | .

Menbers of the FPC nmeet regularly each nonth and address agenda itens
which pertain to both adult and juvenile passage at the Colunbia Basin's
mai n stem hydroel ectric dans. The followi ng six agencies are represented:

U S. Fish and Wlidlife Service

Nat i onal Marine Fisheries Service

| daho Departnent of Fish and Game
Oregon Departnent of Fish and Wldlife
Washi ngt on Departnent of Fisheries
Washi ngt on Departnent of Gane

oukwNE
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In addition to the above conmm ttee nenbers, FPC neetings usually have
representatives in attendance from the Water Budget Center (WBC) and the
Columbia River Intertribal Fish Comission (CRITFC) as well as the
Council's executive secretary. Meetings normally take place in Portland,
but are occasionally held in the field when direct observation of fish
passage related matter is necessary.

During the period March 1, 1985 to February 28, 1986, | attended 12
FPC nmeetings. Al but two of the meetings were held in the Portland
office of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). In My, the
conmttee visited the Lower Granite juvenile collection facility on the
Snake River where nenmbers observed "open flume" research operations.
During October, conmmittee menbers nmet in Lew ston, |daho.

The agenda itenms covered during the 12 monthly nmeetings were, of
course, too nunerous to list and discuss in this document. However, |
will attenpt to mention some of the nmore inportant topics the conmittee
handl ed during the reporting period.

FTOT's Annual Work Pl an

As chairman of the Fish Transport Oversight Team (FTOT), | was
responsible for securing fishery agency and tribal approval of the 1986
FTOT Work Plan. During the Novenber FPC neeting, | distributed the 1986

draft plan and di scussed proposed changes. The changes were:

1. Increasing the Snake River mnimm flow for transport
maxi m zation from 85K cfs to 100K cfs; and

2. Reducing the transport naximnization "trigger" from 80 to 75%
of the estimated spring/sumer chinook outnigration.

The conmittee reviewed the 1986 draft plan at the Decenber 1985
meeting and recomended that the new changes be adopted. Thi s
recommendati on was passed on to the CBFWC s Working Group in January 1986.

The FTOT Annual Wrk Plan is a "working docunent which describes
operations and establishes criteria for the transportation of juvenile
mgrants at Lower Granite, Little Goose and MNary dans. The work plan
provi des for cooperative managenment between the fishery agencies and the
Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers (NPW. Its overall goal is to
transport juveniles within established guidelines and mexinize survival of
fish collected and transported. The objectives of the FTOT Annual Work Pl an
are as foll ows:

1. Provide efficient <collection and safe barge or truck
transport of juvenile salnonids from collector dans to their
rel ease points bel ow Bonneville Dam
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2. Inspections prior to, during and after the juvenile
mgration season wll be conducted by FTOT, project, state
and tribal Dbiologists. These inspections should ensure
facility readiness and operation at established criteria as
wel | as determining rmmintenance requirements for the
foll owi ng season.

3. ldentify and reconmend any changes which would be beneficial
to fish collection and transport operations and/or bypass
systems as related to transportation.

4. Ensure that col l ecti on, transport and release site
facilities will be ready for operation prior to the spring
juvenile outmgration (April 1, 1985).

5. Follow operating criteria established for facilities, barges

and trucks. Criteria will be updated to maintain standards
for holding fish, i.e., fish densities, sanmpling and
facility operation and maintenance. The FTOT will nonitor

and coordi nate changes during the transport season.

6. Coordinate evaluation of the transportation program for
1986.

7. Training of new personnel associated with collection and
transport facilities.

8. Preparation of an annual report detailing the past year's
transportation effort.

Lower Granite Reservoir Dredgi ng Wndow

The conmttee considered the Corps of Engineers' (COE) request to
dredge the Lower Granite pool at the Port of Clarkston (800,000 cubic
yards annually). The committee, reacting to presentations by ne and by
ot her workers, unaninmously opposed summer dredging periods. A mdw nter
(February 1 to March 31) wi ndow was recomended which would reduce
dredgi ng i mpact on an inportant steel head sport fishery and the juvenile,
downstream m gration beginning in md-March. W al so reconmended that the
COE use two dredges instead of one. These actions were verbally submtted
to the COE at the March FPDEP neeti ng.

At the committee's May 1985 neeting, WDF's nenber requested that the
dredgi ng wi ndow be shifted two weeks earlier to January 15 to March 15.
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Littl e Goose Juvenil e Bypass System

The comittee nmet at Lower Granite juvenile facility in My 1985 to
observe the "open flume" bypass testing being carried out by University of
| daho researchers. We requested that the project |eader prepare the
results of the flume tests by midsummer so that decisions could be made as
qgui ckly as possible for the reconstruction of the Little Goose juvenile
facility.

The test report was reviewed at the August 1985 neeting, and |
drafted a letter to the COE indicating that fisheries agencies and tribes
desired additional flune testing to answer unresolved questions associ ated
with "open-flunme" bypass systens.

In Septenmber, the COE responded that additional flunme testing would
delay Little Goose reconstruction by two years (1991), and the FPC decided
to recomend the baffled flune option at its September 1985 meeting. W
al so requested that the flume width be increased to allow for adult
passage and reduced debris problens. | drafted a letter fromthe CBFW to
the Walla Walla District COE on our decision.

Juvenil e Transport Maxim zation Based on M ninum Daily Average Fl ows

As part of FPCs juvenile transport evaluation process, | was
requested to prepare a report on the rationale behind the mninmm flow
"trigger" volumes (Appendix 1). The commttee voted to change the Snake
Ri ver mnimum flow to 100K cfs.

Wat er Budget/ Fi sh Passage Center

The FPC spent considerable time during the 1985 report period
directing the progress of the WBC reorganization. Problenms with their BPA
funding source required that the center reorganize the contract process
and restructure its personnel staffing. The commttee also recommended
that the center's name be changed to the Fish Passage Center. New
gui del i nes and standards for FPC hiring and enpl oyi ng subcontractors were
established, as was a new MOU with Pacific Marine Fisheries Conmmission
(PMFC) .

O her AFPC Acti ons

In addition to the above-nentioned itens, comittee nenbers took
action on or discussed the following topics during the 1985 reporting
peri od:

1. Adult trapping at The Dall es Dam
2. Pit tagging research at McNary Dam

5
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1986 draft Detailed Fishery Operating Plan;

Revi ew of mmin stemresearch projects;

Wat er budget inpl enentation

Reeval uati on of transport guidelines;

Revi ew of snolt nonitoring program

Juvenil e transport eval uation;

Revi ews on Mai nstem Passage Advi sory Committee (MPAC);
BPA's intertie expansion;

11. Gal | oway Dam and reservoir nodeling analysis; and

12. Juvenile fish requirements for min stem research and snolt
nmoni t ori ng.

|_\
Coo~Nouhrw

FPDEP Committee Activities

The Fish Passage Devel opment and Evaluation Program is a Corps of
Engi neers (North Pacific Division) function that deals with both research
and operational programs at Corps projects. Basically, the FPDEP
conmttee is made up of Corps biologists (North Pacific Division and NPW
and FPC representatives. Together we help the Corps deal with fishery
research needs, and to sone extent, operational prograns at Corps
projects. In a lesser function, FPDEP serves as a comrunications forum
between the fishery agencies/tribes and the Corps.

There are normally bimonthly neetings for FPDEP, regularly occurring
on the sane days as FPC neetings in Portland, Oregon. During the period
March 1985 through February 1986, | attended seven FPDEP neetings. Sone
of the major topics that were considered at the 1985-1986 neetings were:

1. Little Goose Damjuvenile facility reconstruction;

2. Lower Granite Reservoir dredging;

3. John Day juvenile bypass system constructi on/operation;

4. Juvenile fish availability for Corps-funded research;

5.  Fish guidance efficiency research at Snake River darms;

6. Ilce Harbor adult fish |adder mai ntenance (auxiliary punp);

7. Ready dates for juvenile bypass/collection facilities;

8. The Corps poor quality control for its Annual Fish Passage
Report;

9. Late season snolt nonitoring at Lower Granite (gatewell
di ppi ng);

10. Gate raising to i nprove juvenil e guidance at Corps projects;

and

11. Feasibility of new "double | ength" STSs.

FRSRS Conmittee Actions

The Fish Research Scientific Review Subcommittee (FRSRS) is a
subconmittee of FPDEP functioning to determ ne whether the experinental
designs subnitted to the Corps neet predeternmined research objectives.
Research proposals are exanined closely to see if they are scientifically
capable of neeting those objectives and to ensure that results wll be
bi ol ogi cally sound and statistically valid.

6
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The subcommittee nmeets in July to review prelimnary proposals and
again in Cctober-Novenber to review detailed study plans and as necessary
to review results. Itens such as coordination, statistical analysis and
nunbers of fish to be handl ed and/or sacrificed are inportant elements in
the subcommittee review process. Representatives on the FRSRS are NWS,
| DFG, WDF, ODFW COE (NPW NPP and NPD) and CRI TFC.

During our July 1985 neeting, | helped review 10 draft research
proposals. The m nutes of the July 23 and 24 FRSRS neeting are included
as Appendix Il. We met for the second time in October for final review

of these projects. The ninutes fromthe neeting are located in Appendix II1.

Mai nst em Passage Advi sory Committee

The NPPC recognized the need to update and inprove its staff's
techni cal knowl edge in juvenile fish passage. At its June 1985 neeting
NPPC chartered an advisory group of fish passage experts to acconplish
this purpose. The role of the advisory comrmittee (MPAC) was to provide
the Council staff with technical advice and the best available scientific
information related to juvenile salnmonid fish passage. The conmittee was
not formed as a forum for negotiations, nor for the purpose of devel oping
policy decisions. The goals and objectives of MPAC as outlined by the
charter were:

1. Exam nation of the technical basis of the fishery agencies
and tribes' interimspill proposal;

2. Examination of the estimated cost of the agencies' and
tribes' proposal

3. ldentification of alternative interim objectives, Wi th
associ ated cost estinmates;

4. Policy-level consultations in conjunction with the 30-day
public comment period; and

5.  Program anendnent process.

The first conmittee goal was the developnment of an appropriate
interior spill objective at main stem Corps dans. In addition, the
conmittee was assigned the task of reviewing the latest scientific data in
order to provide the Council staff with the nmost accurate coefficients and
assunptions used to estimte expected snolt survival at Corps projects on
the Snake and Colunbia rivers. MPAC then nopved into exercises using
nmodel ing techniques to estimate fish spill costs to the federal power
system At its Decenber 1985 neeting, the NPPC nmade the decision to enter
into a "fast track" amendnment process to secure a new survival standard
for juvenile fish passage in 1986. The NPPC s issue paper on the subject
of main stem passage for juvenile mgrants is attached as Appendix |IV.
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JOB PROGRESS REPORT

State of: |daho Title: Fish Transportation Oversight

Project No.: AFS-2 & AFS-2-1

Subproject No.: 11

Period Covered: March 1, 1985 to February 28, 1986

OBJECTI VES

To provide direction, coordination and oversight of the anadronous

smolt collection and transportation program on the |ower Snake and
Col umbi a rivers.

PROCEDURES

| daho Departnment of Fish and Game (IDFG will assign a fish passage
specialist to be a nenmber of the Fish Transportation Oversight Team
(FTOT). This team is a subcommittee of the Colunmbia Basin Fish and
Wldlife Council's Anadronmous Fish Passage Committee and provides planning
and coordination by the fishery agencies, Corps of Engineers and I|ndian
tribes, as well as direct inspection and oversight of quality control in
the smolt handling process at the dans.

RESULTS

I represented the IDFG on FTOT during the 1984 transport season. |
al so acted as the Oversight Teamls chairman during the reporting period.
In 1985, FTOT continued to manage the juvenile transport program and
provi ded coordination between Walla Walla District, Corps of Engineers
(NPW, fisheries agencies and tribes. The FTOT was conposed of biologists
from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NWS), |DFG Colunbia River
Intertribal Fish Comm ssion (CRITFC) and NPW

The FTOT's goal is to maximze survival of Snake and Colunbia River
sal monids by inproving collection, transport and bypass conditions for
juvenile mgrants. Responsibilities include providing coordination;
bi ol ogi cal and program oversight; devel oping an annual work  pl an;
conducting on-site inspections of <collection and transport facilities
prior to, during and after the season; and producing an annual report
summari zing transport activities. A neeting is hosted by FTOT each sumrer
for program participants and other interested individuals to discuss
current season's operations and recomrend program and facility
nodi fications for the follow ng year.
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Addi tional biological oversight is provided by cooperative agreenents
between NPW and the states of Idaho, Oregon and Washi ngton. Under these
cooperative agreenents, NPW funds state fishery biologists at each

transport project. | daho's representatives were assigned to Lower
Granite, Oregon's to Little Goose and Washington's to McNary. Work |oads
were shared by NPWs project biologists and state biologists. | prepared

the contract for the cooperative agreenent between |DFG and NPW for the
1984 transport season and negotiated the budget with NPW staff for the

Lower Granite biological oversight. In addition, | directly supervised
the State of Idaho's biologist that was assigned to the Lower Ganite
collection/transport project. | assisted the biologist with preparation

of a 1985 Project Summary Report.

During 1985, juvenile salnonids were collected and transported from
the Snake River at Lower Granite (River Mle (RM 107.5) and Little Goose
(RM 70.3) dams and from the Colunbia River at MNary Dam (RM 292). The
Snake River, a mmjor tributary of the Colunbia River, joins at RM 324.3.
Coll ected snmolts were transported below Bonneville Dam (RM 146.1) via
truck or barge and released into the river. Transported smolts bypassed
four to eight dams and 146 to 280 miles of inmpounded river.

Rather than detail the 1985 juvenile transport season in this
progress report, the FTOT's Fish Transportation Oversight Team Annual
Report-FY 1985 (Koski et al.) should be reviewed as a supporting
docunent . This report summarizes the 1984 transport season, which
commenced March 28 and ended on Septenber 26. A total of 18,210,300
smolts were collected including 4,482,300 at Lower Granite, 2,270,200 at
Little Goose and 11,457,800 at MNary.

Total collection included 3,107,200 and 247,800 snolts bypassed at

McNary and Little Goose, respectively. Bypass operations began the first
day of operation and ended on May 8 and July 12 at Little Goose and
McNary, respectively.

A total of 14,787,600 juvenile salnonids were transported to below
Bonneville, wth Lower Ganite accounting for 4,459,400, Little Goose
2,008,000 and MNary 8,319,174. Barge transport accounted for 14,238,400
and trucking for 549, 200.
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MEMORANDUM September 12, 1985

FROM: Steve Pettit APPENDIX I
TO: FPC

SUBJECT: Thoughts on Transport Maximization Based on Minimum Daily
Average Flows

I. Mini . ] . | . 1
A. Snake River Projects

1. Lower Granite and Little Goose

a. Daily average minimum flows at lower Snake dams are at the
low end of the range of what researchers have defined as
moderate flows (CRFC, 1979). Since it has been demonstrated
that moderate flows result in significant delay and mortalities
of 40 to 65%, it can be concluded that these minimum daily
average flows are indeed low if even modest harvestable runs
are to be maintained.

2. Flow classifications at Snake dams
Low Flows M r Flow High Flows
30-50 kcfs 80-100 kcfs 120-180 kcfs
3. Flow related losses

a. Minimum daily average flow is the major variable governing
flow related mortality.

b. Minimum daily averages are related to delay, and this delay
is related to mortality.

c. Juvenile migrants must adhere to very critical time schedules
or serious mortality will occur.

(1) smolts will revert to parr if exposed for significant
periods to H20 temperatures above 54°F. Temperatures above
54°F are regularly reached in the Columbia River by mid-May.

(2) since significant migration of smolts begins in the Snake
River in mid-April, they have only about 30 days to move
through the mainstem rivers if the impact of parr-reversion
level temperatures is to be minimized.

d. In moderate flow years (80-100 kcfs), smolt travel time through
8 dams and reservoirs can take approximately 41 days. In high
flow years, approximately 23 days are required, and during Tlow
flows, 69 days would be required.

11



From Steve Pettit to FPC
Subj : Thought s on Transport Maxim zati on Based on M ni mum Daily Average Fl ows
9/ 12/ 85

B. Lower Colunbia (McNary Facility)

1. The minimumdaily average flows recommended by the Council (1979)
for McNary Dam are as foll ows:

Dat e Dai | y Aver age
April 1-15 100 kcfs
16- 25 150 kcfs
26- 30 200 kcfs
May  1-31 220 kcfs
June 1-15 200 kcfs
16- 30 120 kcfs
2. Fl ow cl assification for | ower Col unbia
Low Fl ows Moder at e Fl ows Hi gh Fl ows
_(kcfs) (kcfs) (kcf s)
150- 180 200- 300 350- 500

Il1. Intent of Transport Quidelines

A. Snake River

1. At Little Goose and Lower Granite maxim zed transport for
spring-sumer yearling chinook is governed by the mini mumdaily
average flow of 85 kcfs until the "maxim zation trigger"” is
reached (75% of the spring-sumrer chinook).

2. The TET group, clearly felt that maxim zing juvenile transport
was required to insure that mgrational delay would not occur
as flows fell below m nimunms. However, the TET group did not
originally consider the possibility that transport operations,
based on the nmininmumdaily average criteria, could technically
switch back-and-forth between maxi m zati on and standard operations
for short periods of tine.

3. It has not been FTOT's practice, nor desire to change transport
operations fromone node to another, when flows were only
predicted to drop below daily mnimuns for short durations or
weekend (when power demands dropped).

4. FTOT has been using an unofficial mnimmduration of 7-days

(based on RCC forecasting) before we reconmend that transport
be maxi m zed.
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From Steve Pettit to FPC

Suj b: Thoughts on Transport Maxim zati on Based on M nimum Daily Average Fl ows
9/ 12/ 85

SP/ cf

B. Col unbia River

1.

At McNary Dam and juvenile collection facility, maximum transport -
tation operations are governed by nininmumdaily average flow of
220 kcfs and by the presence of sub-yearling, fall chinook

There appears to be a slight controversy concerning where the
flowis to be neasured, to estimate the daily average fl ow.
FTOT nenbers have assunmed that inflow at McNary was the point
on the | ower Colunbi a where the measurement was taken. O hers
feel that The Dall es provides the best point.

| have reviewed the minutes fromthe six TET neetings, in
addition to nmy personal notes of the neetings, and find no
"bl ack- and-whi te" reference to where the lower river daily
average flows are to be neasured.

| suggest the FPC carefully review the intent of maxim zing
collection/transport, and based on infornmati on we have on the
travel tine between the McNary project and Bonneville and the
effect that nigrational delay has on juvenile survival,
determi ne the best sight.

We may want to reconsider transport maxinization criteria at

McNary anyway, because of the juvenile bypass protection
systenms which are being constructed at John Day.

13



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Lot .”
PRSI

Northwest & Alaska Fisheries Center
Coastal Zone & Estuarine Studies Division
2725 Montlake Boulevard East

AppENDIX II Seattle, Washington 98112

August 27, 1985 F/NWC5:GEM

TO: Ed Mains, Chief, Environmental Resources Branch
NPD, U. %rg/Corps of Engineers

FROM: erald E. Mbnan, Chairman
Fish Research Scientific Review Subcommittee

SUBJECT: Approved Minutes, Meeting of Fish Research Scientific Review
Subcommittee (FRSRS), 23 and 24 July 1985

The meeting was convened at the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center in
Seattle, Washington, at 1005 hours, 23 July 1985. 1In attendance during all or

part of the meeting were the following individuals:

*Doug Arndt CofE
Teri Barila CofE
Lyle Calvin CofE (Oregon State University)
Wes Ebel NMFS

*Bob Gerke WDF
Al Giorgi NMFS
Dick Krcma NMFS
Jim Kuskie CofE
Gene Matthews NMFS
Chip McConnaha WBC

*John McKern CofE

*Jerry Monan NMFS
Donn Park NMFS

*Steve Pettit IDFG
Howard Raymond NMFS
Demetria Shew CofE
Lowell Stuehrenberg NMFS
George Swan NMFS
Bob Vreeland NMFS

*John Williams CofE

*Chuck Willis ODFW
John Wilson NMFS

= Committee Members
The following proposals submitted for funding were reviewed for need,

feasibility, and technical approach:

""mmofc

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admlmstratlon et



1. "Proposed suppl enent to the 1985 study design eval uation of adult

fish passage at McNary Dam by Ji m Kuski e and Denetria Shew.

This proposal was presented to the Cormittee cold in that copies had not
been supplied for earlier review Mst of the discussion related to
conducting the study on fall chinook salnon this year when river tenperatures
are so high. Concerns were expressed that handling and tagging the fish
safely will be a problemand subsequent behavior will likely not relate to a
nore normal year.

Jim Kuski e stated that passage tines for spring and sunmer chi nook and
sockeye sal non were good in 1985 with 18 orifices closed in the adult
collection system Bob Gerke asked if anybody thought that fall chinook
sal ron woul d react negatively to the 18 closed orifices; no one on the
Committee felt that having the 18 orifices closed would be a problem and the
Conmi ttee unani nously voted no objection to leaving the 18 orifices closed.

After discussing the problens associated with the abnormally high water
temperatures, etc., the Conmttee voted that researchers should prepare to run
the study and submit a final proposal if tenperatures return to ‘normal’ early
enough for the study to be carried out. |If weather conditions change
drastically, the Cormittee would be polled by tel ephone for final approval.

2. "Survival of chinook sal mon snolts with stress | evels encountered at

danms’ by T. C. Bjornn (presented by Teri Barila).

The Conmittee did I ot have a lot to say regarding this ongoi ng program
Gene Matthews felt that perhaps the ELI SA would be too sensitive for
nmeani ngf ul results. Bob Vreel and expressed concern that tagging may induce
BKD and perhaps Bjornn should al so | ook at untagged fish. The Committee

unani nously approved the study as presented.
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3. 'Hydroacoustic evaluation of fish guiding efficiency at Little Goose

Dam by John MKern.

John McKern explained that ultimately, if approved, the proposed study
woul d be put out for bid in accordance with applicable regulations. MKern
expl ai ned that while the study was proposed for Little Goose Dam he would
i ke approval of the concept and the place of application could be changed if
the Conmittee felt it would best provide suppl emental data el sewhere.

Most of the discussion was on bjective C. John WIlianms and others felt
that until a good correlation could be shown between the nunbers indicated via
hydr oacousti cs and the nunbers taken by the fyke nets, they would be
unconfortable with Cbjective C. Bob Gerke questioned if the detection rate is
the sane at spill gates and turbines--Teri Barila said both were
extrapol ati ons, and she woul d have nore i nformati on by our October neeting.

Gerke wondered if the study woul d require special dam operations, and
McKern said no, they would take conditions as they cone or as dictated by
ot her research at the dam

Chuck Wllis questioned if the "direct counts’ nentioned in Sentence 5 of
Paragraph d weren't actually estinates--npst everyone agreed they were.

After all the discussion, it was agreed unani nously that the work shoul d
be done, and although in the final proposal the place night be changed, Little
Goose Dam woul d be satisfactory.

4. "Eval uation of juvenile salnonid passage through downstream ni grant

bypass systens, turbines, and spillways by Donn Park

There was an initial concern as to why Donn Park was marking the fish at
Lower Granite Damrather than at the hatchery. Donn Park responded that there

were insufficient facilities at the damto hold all the marked groups.
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There was consi derabl e di scussion about release sites in Task 1.1. It
was the reconmendati on of the Commttee that the turbine rel ease would be nade
bel ow t he depth reached oy the traveling screen. The Conmittee also felt the
bypass rel ease should be near the ceiling, close to the gatewell opening, and
a gap net should be in place. After considerabl e debate, the Committee
deci ded that a 'second control group should be rel eased bel ow the dam the
rel ease was to coincide with the passage of the median fish fromthe bypass
release (if prerelease timng information indicated this would be a mjor
| ogi stical problem the researchers could stick to their original plan).

Lyle Calvin stated that in Park's analysis of the study as proposed, he
shoul d take into account that he would really have three groups with three
subgroups each--not nine separate replicates.

There was sone discussion of spill levels, and Park said he realized it
woul d depend upon weather conditions etc., but he wanted a realistic spill--
40% or so.

There was little discussion of Task 1.2. Gene Matthews related his plans
for Task 1.3 and again there was little discussion

There were sone general recommendations by the Conmittee:

a. Try to nove the starting date up by 1 week.

b. Steve Pettit asked that Park put a detailed |ogistical plan for
mar ki ng and hauling the experimental fish in the final proposal.

c. Calvin stated that researchers should stick to the
previously agreed upon | evels for of 0.05 and of 0.20 in
all their statistical designs.

The Conmittee unani nously approved the study with the aforenentioned

changes.
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5. "Eval uate inproved collection, handling, and transport techniques

designed to increase survival of juvenile salnon and steel head" by Donn Park.

Steve Pettit wondered if this evaluation would replace the neager
eval uation now in place, and Doug Arndt and John WIllians said it would.
Pettit enphasized that getting excellent controls was essential. Pettit
menti oned that operations personnel were concerned that rel easing a section of
t he barge woul d unbal ance the barge and create major problens. After
consi derabl e di scussion, the Comrittee decided that the experinental fish
woul d be put in the barge according to standard operating procedures and the
controls would be placed in and rel eased froma separate holding unit on the
deck of the barge

Bob Vreel and suggested Park | ook into marking replicate groups, however,
Lyle Calvin stated Park's plan was the best way to get neani ngful data.

Lyle Calvin asked if Park knew the size of the standard error, and Park
said he did not. He agreed to have Frank Ossiander look into it further. It
was agreed that nore fish than originally called for mght be needed. Steve
Pettit thought the information was inportant enough that he could sell the
need for nore fish if necessary. Park agreed to attend the 7 August neeting
of FTOT and relate the nunbers of fish needed and his plans for handling and
mar ki ng.

Wth regards to (bjective 2, several people wondered about the chances of
an adequate adult trap at Priest Rapids Dam-there was a | ot of conjecture but
no definitive information. The Committee agreed that unless there were
definite plans for a trap at Priest Rapids Dam the portion of the objective
pertaining to spring chinook sal nron should be dropped.

In relation to Ohjective 3, Calvin asked Park to rewite and clarify

Par agraph 3 on Page 5 because of a lack of true replicates.
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The Conmmittee agreed that Objective 4 should proceed. Park warned that
in his opinion, data fromcurrent seawater chall enge work cannot be applied to
earlier transportation data because the marking and handling techni ques, etc.,
have i nproved so much.

The Conmittee unani nously approved this study in accordance with the
af orenmenti oned conments.

6. Continuing studies to inprove and evaluate the juvenile fish

collection at Lower Granite Dam by Dick Krcna.

Thi s proposal evoked rmuch di scussion. After John MKern discussed the

Cof E's plans for screen redesign, it was decided that nost of Task 1 be
dropped as proposed, with Task 1.3 work shifted to McNary Damwi th fall

chi nook sal nmon. Several alternatives for sanpling were suggested to Al G orgi
for Objective 2 but no definitive conclusions were reached. Finally the

Conmi ttee unani nously agreed that Dick Krcma and G orgi should resubmit
proposals for work on fall chinook sal non at McNary Dam and a redesi gned plan
for Objective 2. Some things for the researchers to consider were:

a. Steve Pettit felt Idaho would go along with early and |l ate tests

with spill and mani pul ation. Once the transportation-naxi mum
date was reached, they would not agree to spill unless Mot her
Nature dictated it--artificial spill in not an option.

b. John WIllians felt scale sanples were needed to identify
hatchery and wild fish.
c. New proposal s nust include the best estimte of total sacrificed
fish (net and other sanples).
VWhen Krcna and G orgi resubnmit their proposal, the Committee agreed to

phone or mail their coments, approvals, etc., to the Comm ttee Chairnan.
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7. 'Determine fish guiding efficiency of subnersible traveling screens at

Littl e Goose Dam by Dick Krcna.

An error was noted on Page 7, Inmpact 1: only one STS would be nodifi ed.
Lyle Calvin again stated the differences in the neani ng of and and

suggested it would be wise for researchers to discuss it in their proposals in

a manner simlar to what Donn Park did in his proposal on downstream bypass

systens, turbines, and spillways (Number 4 in these notes).

John McKern asked if hydroacoustic work could be done in conjunction wth

Dick Krcma's work; the Committee had no objection.

After much discussion it was agreed that FGE woul d be done separately
fromvertical distribution (VD). A suggested testing schedul e begi nning on

about 12 April was agreed upon:

Units
Day 4A 4B 4C
1 VD
2 FGE Stnd. STS FGE STS & raised gate STS
3 FGE STS & raised
gate FCE Stnd. STS STS
4 VD
5 Sanme as Day 3
6 Sanme as Day 2
7 VD
8 Same as Day 2
9 Same as Day 3
10 VD
*11 Sane as Day 3
*12 Sane as Day 2
*13 VD

* optional: if at Day 10, FCE is < 40% and
variability is stable, terminate test
and switch to a nodified (I owered)
screen and start schedul e again at Day
2.

This schedule will probably take all the tinme, and md and | ate test periods

as proposed should be essentially elimnated.
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It was also agreed that it would be highly desirable to keep fl ow and
operations as stable as possible at |east during the 3day bl ocks.
The Committee unani nmously agreed to the research as nodifi ed.

8. ‘Determine fish guiding efficiency of submersible traveling screens

at _Lower Monunental Dam by Dick Krcma.

Initially Dick Krcnma corrected an error on Page 2, Sentence 2: the
words, ‘in early April  were eliminated; the sentence should read Tests would
start when sufficient salnmon are available for testing.”

The Conmittee unani nbusly agreed that only vertical distribution studies
woul d be done; one in late April—early May and one in June on zeros. Each

test would last 3 days--if variability is large, additional test days may be
needed. It was al so suggested that hydroacoustic information could be used to
schedul e tests to avoid unexpected "slugs’ of fish being taken in the nets.

The Conmittee unani nously, agreed to the proposal as nodified.

9. "Eval uation of rehabilitated juvenile fish collection and passage

system at John Day, FY86 by Dick Krcma

The discussion was brief on this proposal. It was felt that only 50% of
the rehabilitation project would be conpleted but that the research could
continue if: (1) the tainter gates could be | owered and the proper head for
OPE tests could be achieved and (2) tainter gates could be opened to allow
enough flowto simulate flow for a total system The final proposal would be
witten to reflect the need for the tainter gate adjustnents.

Taking into account the requirement for appropriate tainter gate
adj ustnent, the Committee unani nously approved bjectives 2, 3, and 4 and

hj ective 1 was dropped.
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10. "Continuing studies to inprove and evaluate the juvenile bypass

systens at Bonneville Dam by Dick Krcma.

Much of the di scussion concerned the fornulas on Pages 4 and 5--it was
agreed that as stated they were sinply a background concept, and Lyle Calvin
and Frank Ossi ander woul d di scuss the subject in detail and cone up with a
nore appropriate section for the final proposal. The Conmittee unani nously
agreed to approve bjective 1 and instructed the researchers to include a
detail ed schedule in their proposal for review at the Cctober neeting of the
Conmi tt ee.

Wth regards to Objective 2, Calvin questioned whether the analysis on
Pages 8 and 9 would work. Qther Committee nenbers al so had questions or
comments, e.g.

a. hownrmuch time will the tests take? (Pettit)
b. is the spread of 80 vs 140 kcfs enough spread? (Arndt)
c. assunptions and statistical design need better definition
(Cal vin)
d. schedules and inpacts need to be spelled out nore carefully
(Pettit and Gerke)
e. the work is rather low priority at this time (WIIlis)
The researchers were advised to prepare Objective 2 for the Cctober neeting
taking into account the aforenentioned corments and questions.

oj ective 3 was postponed for at |east a year

oj ective 4 was approved as written.

In addition to the basic discussions on proposals, there was a di scussion
on neasures that nust be taken to avoid |last minute conflicts on whether

research should be nodified in the field or schedul es shoul d be changed in
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relation to conditions at the time. Bob Gerke and Steve Pettit initiated the
di scussions, and the foll owi ng reconmendati ons were agreed to by the
Conmittee:
a. There mnmust be specific plan witten into each contract
descri bing circunstances that will require starting, stopping,
or nmodi fying the approved schedul e (the FPDEPCC will work out
proposed details in time for researchers to include
Information in the proposals presented in Cctober.
b. Speci fic personnel mnust be designated as appropriate people to
contact for decisions regarding each research project; either a
primary or an alternate nust be avail able by phone at all tines
during the field season.
C. Det ai | ed schedul es nmust be a part of each proposal.
d. Before schedules are set, make certain that the WBC is aware of
t he schedul e and what conditions are needed.

It was agreed that the next meeting of the Conmittee would be 2930

Cct ober .

The neeting was adjourned at 1600 hours 24 July.

On 1 August 1985, these minutes were sent to the Conmttee Menbers
attending the neeting for their corrections or coments by 23 August; no
corrections or coments were received, so the mnutes are considered approved.

In late August, witten coments relating to the proposals, etc. were
recei ved from Stephanie Burchfield (CRI TFC) who was unable to attend the

meeting; these coments are attached.

At t achnment

23



COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COMMISSION

2705 East Burnside Street, Suite |14, Portland, Oregon 97214 Telephone (503) 238-0667
MEMORANDUM
TO: Gerald E. Monan fﬁb
FROM: Stephanie Burchfield
DATE: August 19, 1985
SUBJECT: Research Review Subcommittee Minutes

I regret missing the July 23 and 24 meeting of the Fish
Research Scientific Review Subcommittee of the Corps' Fish
Passage Development and Evaluation Program. This committee plays
a critical role in ensuring that Corps-funded research projects
are designed to answer actual management guestions. Because I
was unable to attend the meeting, I am submitting the following
comments that were not discussed by others in attendance
according to your draft minates.

General Comments

1. It was my understanding that the FPDEP Research Needs
Subcommittee had requested the Research Review Subcommittee to
evaluate the proposals in terms of how well the proposals address
stated research needs. The minutes do not indicate that this
evaluation criterion was discussed at the meeting. I had
expected the Review Subcommittee to work from a table listing
research needs and to match appropriate proposals with needs. I
suggest that we try this approach at the October meeting.

2. I also request that the commlittee prepare a table listing the
proposals that require special operating conditions such as "no
spill” and "no sluice"” conditions. I understand that this idea
was suggested at the meeting, although it is not reflected in the
minutes. While the tribkes realize that sometimes these conditicns
are necessary in research studies, we are concerned with the
negative impacts of these conditions on the aon-test migrating
fish. A table that gives proposed dates and durations of special
conditions would facilitate our estimation of the cumulative
impacts of sever- 1 research projects.

3. For the 1985 research season, the fisheries agencies selected
"windows" of time during which certain portions of research
studies snhould pe conducted. The purpose of the windows was Lo
reduce impacts on non-ta2st fish by scheduling research for off~
peak passage periods. The committee should seek, evaluate, and
endorse "research windows" from the fisharies agencies and tribes
for each research propocsal.
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4. In general, | support the reconmmendati on concerning conduct
of research listed on the final page of the m nutes. However,
was surprised that contact persons among the agencies were
proposed rather than using the Water Budget Center as the primary
contact. The tribes consider the WBC as a reliable information
network for both the agencies and tribes. W do not have the
capability to follow the daily progress of each research project,
and for this reason, we believe the WBC nust be designated as t he
primary contact for all-inseason research changes.

Speci fic Comments

"ProEosed suppl ement to the 1985 study design eval uati on of
adult fish passage at McNary Dam " Please send me a copy of this

proposal .
2. "Hydroacoustic evaluation of fish guiding efficiency at
Little Goose Dam.” My office never received a copy of this

proposal. Please send one.

3. "Eval uation of juvenile sal monid passage through downstream
m grant bypass systems, turbines, and spillways." The pit tag
seems well suited to this type of research. Apparently, this
subj ect was discussed at the neeting even though the m nutes fai
to mention it. Once this technique 1is available, passage
survival studies could be perfornmed at several projects with the
pit tag, thus requiring many fewer fish than needed with Park's
proposal. Moreover, even if results of the presently designed
study are significant, these results will only allow conmparison
of the relative juvenile fish survival through the turbines,
spillway, and bypass system at Lower Granite Darn. The results
will not be applicable at other projects, where hydraulic
conditions and fish behavior may differ. Thus, if this
information is deemed necessary for each project, it would
behoove us to use a methodol ogy that m nim zes fish inpacts.

4. Evaluate inmproved collection, handl i ng, and transport
techni ques designed to increase survival of Juvenlle sal mon and
steel head.” The mnutes state that "Pettit emphasized that
getting excellent controls was essential."” | wholeheartedly
agree with him The m nutes do not, however, reflect that any
changes were made in the study deS|gn to satlsfy concern. To
what river conditions will the controls be exposed? Do we want
to conpare transportation to poor river conditions, to river and
transport at McNary, or to assunmed best river condi tions? |: our
purpose is to justify transportation, we shoula choose poor river
conditions. If, instead, we want to conpare two passage nodes,

transportation versus planned spill and bypass, we should conpare

a range of conditions for both modes. By studying a range of
conditions, we could determne if one node is more successful at
one end of the range and | ess successful at the other end.

The tribes believe that our purpose in any transportation
eval uation should be to conpare transportation with other passage
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nodes, specifically with spill and bypass. It is not present

feasible, however, to study and conpare a whole range o
conditions for both npbdes. For this reason, we propose that a
study be designed that conpares the best possible transportation

methods with the nost favorable spill and b%pass condi tions. The
"controls" in this case (spill and bypass) should be subjected to
t he best possible passage conditions, and these conditions should

be clearly stated and followed. Unfortunately, passage
conditions in the Snake River are expected to change radically in
the next decade, as bypass systens are planned for Ice Harbor and
Lower Monunental Danms. Control fish should not be barged to
Little Goose Dam Additionally, in order to insure that contro

fish are not transported, transport operations at Little Goose
and McNary should be suspended during the study period. Although
these study conditions are severe, | see no other way to conduct
this study and expect to produce valid results.

5. "Determne fish guiding efficiency of subnmersible traveling
screens at Little Goose Dam ...and "...at Lower Monunental Dam
Both of these proposals allow the option of md- or I|ate-season
testing if initial FGE measurements are unacceptable. | think
the primary question managers should be asking is, "Wat FGE
|l evel is necessary to justify bypass system construction?" The
NPPC s Fish and WIldlife Program calls for conpletion of juvenile
fish bypass facilities at lIce Harbor and Lower Mnunental Dans by
Septenber. Prototype studies were to be conpleted in 1985.
Qobviously, we are behind the schedule. Why was the prototype
study at |ce Harbor delayed until 1937? |Is there any reason y
inproving FGE at Lower Ganite and Little Goose is nore inportant
than noving quickly to establish a pernanent bypass system at Ice
Har bor? The tribes support efforts to inprove bypass facilities
at every dam to attain best possible passage. However, as |on
as bypass facility construction is delayed at Ice Harbor an
Lower Mnunental, we will continue to insist that adequate spil

| evel s be provided for spring and sumer m grants.

The tribes cannot support the testing schedule at Little
Goose Dam as shown in the mnutes unless there is a guarantee
that this schedule will not interfere with the provision of spil
for spring chinook as requested by the tribes and agenci es.

| cannot state a tribal position on the md- and | ate-season

testing until | have a better idea of the potential fish inpacts.
I would |ike to see how these tests fit wthin acceptable
wndows. | would also like to see nechanisns for in-season

cooperation between researchers, the Corps, and the Water Budget
Center, especially regarding conduct of studies outside approved
Wi ndows.

6. "Determine fish guiding efficiency of subnersible traveling
screens at Lower Mnunmental Dam The mnutes state t he
Committee unaninously agreed that only vertical distribution
studies would be done."™ \What was the reason for this
nodi fi cation, especially given that the Fish & WIldlife Program
schedul e has al ready been del ayed?
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7. "Continuing studies to inprove and evaluate the juvenile
bypass systems at Bonneville Dam ™" The tribes believe that

Objective 2, "to define the proportion of subyearling chinook
salmon utilizing the First and Second Powerhouses under varying
modes of project operations." will not be answered by the
existing study design. It mght be prudent to delay this study
until the pit tag, which would allow for a study design more
likely to answer stated objectives, is avail able.

| appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the work of
this committee and will make every effort to attend the October
meeti ng.

cc: Research Review Subcommi ttee menmbers
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Northwest & Alaska Fisheries Center

Coastal Zone & Estuarine Studies Division
2725 Montlake Boulevard East
Seattle, Washington 98112

AppenDIx 111

November 25, 1985 F/NWC5: GEM

TO: Ed Mains, Chief, Environmental Resources Branch
NPD, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

FROM: fé%%f%%k%%fMohan, Chairman

Fish Research Scientific Review Subcommittee

SUBJECT: Minutes, Meeting of Fish Research Scientific Review
Subcommittee (FRSRS), 29 and 30 October 1985

The meeting was convened at the Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center in
Seattle, Washington, at 1010 hours, 29 October 1985, In attendance were the

following individuals:

*Doug Arndt CofE
*Teri Barila CofE
*Stephanie Burchfield CRITFC
Lyle Calvin CofE (Oregon State University)
Wes Ebel NMF'S
*Bob Gerke WDF
Mike Gessel NMFS
Al Giorgi NMF S
Gene Matthews NMFS
*Jerry Monan NMFS
Fred Olney FUWS
Frank Ossiander NMFS
*Steve Pettit IDFG
Howard Raymond NMFS
Tom Ruehle NMFS
George Swan NMFS
Bob Vreeland NMFS
*John Williams CofE
*Chuck Willis ODFW
Jay Wilson NMFS

* = Committee members (Note: Teri Barila replaced John McKern
as a committee member—-see Attachment 1).
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St ephani e Burchfield furnished the Conmttee a chart showing the fish
needed for FPDEP research (Attachnent 2), and Jerry Mnan furni shed a chart
i ndi cating special flow conditions required for the research (Attachnent 3).
The foll owi ng proposals subnmitted for funding were reviewed for
experinental design and final recommendations were made for acceptance of the
st udi es:

1. "Survival of chinook salmon smolts with stress | evel s encountered at

Danms’ by T. C. Bjornn
The researchers were not present to speak on this study; the Committee
approved the study with the foll owing coments:

a. John WIIlians suggested that for the groups released in 1986, the
researchers try as much as possible to duplicate absolute stress |evels
(156—210 ng/ M) observed at Lower Granite Dam

b. Chuck WIlis asked if it would be possible to hold a contro
group that was not coded wire tagged for the tests nentioned in Item 3 of
Bjornn's letter dated Septenber 26 (Attachnent 4). If so, he would like to
have it done.

2. "Evaluate inproved collection, handling, and transport techniques

desi gned to increase survival of juvenile salnon and steel head by Donn Park

(presented by Gene Matthews).

Gene Matthews opened the discussion by stating that due to safety
consi derations, they were proposing to transport the controls in Task 1.1
bel ow Littl e Goose Dam by truck rather than barge. He al so proposed
alternating daily marking of control and test fish, i.e., test fish on one day
and controls the next, etc., etc. This triggered considerabl e discussion
about the controls and river conditions during tests. Suggestions were made

to barge fish, nove the entire operation to Little Goose Dam add a clinica
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test of stress in the control group, and what river conditions should be
tested (see attached letter fromS. Tinmothy Wapato for an exanpl e-- Attachnent
5). After hours of discussion and the statenent fromLyle Calvin that there
is no such thing as perfect controls, the follow ng pertinent recomendati ons
were made:

a. bjective of study should clearly show that both the controls and
test fish were transported, i.e., one damvs. several danms, respectively.

b. Controls should be trucked to below Little Goose Dam (Ws Ebe
agreed to provide data supporting assunption that |ess stress would be inposed
on juveniles passing Little Goose Damvia truck than through the bypass)

c. Mrking of test and control fish should be alternated daily.

d. Matthews should include a clinical test of stress for short
haul ed fish vs. fish taken fromthe raceway--it was suggested that either both
groups be marked or neither group be marked. Matthews will include the
details of this test in his final proposal

e. Sanmpling should be based on 10% of collection and the total fal
within 3% of the total run (Water Budget criteria).

f. For 1987, researchers should investigate changing the test site
to Little Goose Dam or conducting a parallel study at Little Goose Dam

g. The following ‘rules were devel oped for the entire study:

(1) If it is a ‘critical lowflowyear, —+he work will not be
done. ‘Critical” low flow year was defined as a year, based on the 1 Apri
forecast, in which the weekly average flow for the Snake River in md to late
April will not equal or exceed 85 Kcfs and the flow for the Colunbia River at
McNary Dam will not equal or exceed 220 Kcfs. Donn Park is to develop an
exact gomo go decision rule and procedure for application and include it in

his final proposal (once a decision is nmade to go or not go it stands for the
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duration of the test). The decision to go or not go should include the input

of the researchers, Cof E Contract Officer, fishery and tribal agency

representatives, and the Water Budget Center

(2) During the course of the entire study, a w de range of flows
shoul d be tested; this should include at |east three high flow years.

(3) Specific flows will be those influenced by the Water Budget
Center.

(4) In river dam passage conditions should be those established
by the annual Fish Passage Pl an

(5) The rules and procedures should be eval uated, and
appropriate nodifications made annually.

Wth the previously nmentioned provisos, Objective 1 was approved.

The di scussions on Objectives 2 and 3 were not as |engthy. Matthews was
asked how fall chinook sal nron woul d be identified so marking them woul d be
avoi ded; he responded by saying size and timng. The Committee asked that a
decision rule be added to the | ast paragraph under Task 2.1 on Page 7 of the
proposal

Cal vin asked for clarification of the statenent that brands and CWM codes
woul d be changed every 10,000 fish in each group (Page 7, 2nd paragraph under
Task 2.1). Matthews r-sponded that this neant 10,000 test and 10, 000
controls.

Calvin stated that the precision of the tests should be stated in the
final proposal, Matthews and Howard Raynond said they would do so.

Bob Gerke stated that with regards to the adult evaluation, to the best
of his know edge, Grant County PUD had not asked for permission to install a

trap at Priest Rapids Dam nor had they submitted any plans. Doug Arndt stated
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that the CofE would require a letter from G ant County PUD showi ng a
reasonabl e design and a time frane for installation--Gerke agreed to formul ate
aletter fromthe agencies and tribes asking the PUD for a response.

oj ectives 2 and 3 were approved with the aforenentioned recommended
clarifications for the final proposal

3. "Eval uation of juvenile sal nonid passage through downstream nigrant

bypass systems, turbines, and spillways by Donn Park (presented by Gene

Mat t hews) .

Initial discussions centered on where the fish would be recovered at
Little Goose Dam The debate was between recovering them fromthe bypass
facility or dipping themfromthe gatewells. The Conmittee tended to fee
di ppi ng was the proper way. After nuch discussion, the Committee decided that
the researchers should review data to be provided by George Swan and then
deci de which area to use. (Note: Swan's data were revi ewed, and the
researchers now agree that dipping the gatewells is the way to go, and they
will do so.)

St ephani e Burchfield asked for clarification of spill during spillway
release (Task 1.1, Item 1, Page 3). Matthews responded that spill would be
10, 000 cfs per bay through three bays.

There was sone di scussion about releasing the fish, via hose, too close
to the spillway. The thought being that the fish would not have tine to
orient thenselves properly. It was agreed to all ow as nmuch room as possi bl e,

and that was the best that could be done. The Committee agreed that the
researchers shoul d use their past experience to guide the exact |ocation

After a discussion on the statistical design of the study, Mtthews and

Frank Ossiander agreed to rewite the statistical section on Page 6 to answer

Calvin's concerns. Tasks 1.1 and 1.2 were approved.
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Teri Barila expressed concern that the long termholding stress tests
proposed in Task 1.3 were |less than satisfactory. Barila' s main concern was
the masking of the effects of short termstress by holding stress. After nuch
debate and several votes (none of which were unani nous), the Conmittee deci ded
that Barila would assenble a panel of experts to include Walt Di ckhoff, NWFS
and devise a plan to answer the stated objective of Task 1.3. The plan woul d
be mailed to the Conmittee for their approval or rejection. If the Conmittee
feels the plan proposed by Barila's group is not better than Park's plan, they
woul d recommend the researchers go with their plan as proposed in Task 1.3.

The status of Task 1.3 will be decided after the Committee votes on the
pl an devel oped by Barila's commttee.

Arndt gave a caveat relating to Item 1 under Project |Inpacts on
Page 10. He stated the Cof E would try to nmaintain a stable river flow, but
Mot her Nature may dictate otherw se

4. "Continuing studies to inprove and eval uate the juvenile bypass

systens at Bonneville Dam by Richard Krcnma (presented by M ke Gessel).

At the beginning of the Committee's discussion, there were several points

made that pertain to all of Krcma's proposals.

a. Krcma will include a week by week schedul e of events in each
pr oposal

b. GOssiander will show the standard errors expected and the criteria
for their establishnent in each proposal

c. Mking a decision on the total nunmber of replicates to be tested
based on the results of the first three replicates is unacceptable froma

statistical point of view
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Burchfield and ot hers suggested that Krcma insert the materia
accidentally left out between the |ast paragraph on Page 1 and first paragraph
on Page 2 (refer to proposal dated 5 June 1985).

Wth regards to Task 1.1, Calvin stated that because it requires the
assunption there is no difference between units (i.e., 12B and 12C), the test
conparing streamined vs. standard trashracks was | ess than good. M ke Cesse
and Wlliams replied that they were aware of the probl em but thought the
assunption was okay for this study. Chuck WIllis felt that since we were
| ooking for rather big inprovenments, slight differences between units would
not matter. Raynond stated that based on past data, he also thought the test
was satisfactory. Task 1.1 was approved.

Task 1.2 was approved with a m ni num of di scussion

Gerke asked if Task 1.3 was discussed at the Committee's |ast meeting,
and Wllians said it was not. Gerke then asked if the literature on lights
was reviewed, and Wllians said it was. After sone discussion on what |ight
research had shown previously and a statement by Calvin that the design was
adequate, the Committee approved Task 1.3.

Wth regards to Task 1.4, the Conmittee decided that at |east a 40% FCE
woul d have to be established in Tasks 1.171.3 before testing of Task 1.4 in
the full powerhouse operating node should proceed. WIlis asked why conplete
Task 1.4 before Task 1.5, and WIllians replied that physical constraints
i nvol ved in adding the ceiling extensions preclude testing 1.4 after 1.5.

CGer ke asked when would the work be done? WIllians replied that the first
week in May (5 days of testing) was the only tinme available, and the
researchers woul d need about 2 hours of operation before the test, 2 hours of
testing, and then the units could be shut down. Gerke felt there were too

many fish in the river to proceed with the test. Wllianms felt the Cof E would
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require a full powerhouse test before they woul d make changes. Several people
felt the Conmittee should exam ne the issue of what fish could be saved by
various inmprovenments in FGE conmpared to the cost in fish for the tests.
Raynmond agreed to furnish the Conmittee with a chart showi ng benefits in saved
fish for various increnments of inprovenent and al so the | osses of fish via the
necessary tests. He also agreed to show his justifications for any

assunpti ons.

WIllis suggested that after review ng Raynond's chart and if the
potential gains were sufficient we should go ahead with the tests, but the
agenci es would retain the right to devel op a go-no go stop point during the
season. This would be carried out through the Water Budget Center (Gerke will
ensure coordination). This go-no go plan would also apply to Task 1.5.

The Conmittee approved Tasks 1.4 and 1.5 in accordance with WIlis'
suggesti on.

ojective 2 did not generate much discussion. It was agreed that P<0.10
on Page 7 of the proposal really neant a 90% confidence interval. A series of
tests in the |ast paragraph on Page 7 was defined as 10 tests. Bob Vreel and
guestioned the advisability of using only a single vertical colum of fyke
nets to sanple turbine passage and depth distribution. The Committee felt
this assunption had been sufficiently tested. Objective 2 was approved.

bjective 3 F,,. elinmnated due to lack of test fish

bj ective 4 did not generate much discussion. Arndt stated that the
proposal as witten did not justify why the work was bei ng done; Raynond
agreed to rewite this section and show adequate justification

WIllis asked if recommended i nprovenents to the DSM were bei ng made;
Arndt replied the CofE is working on the changes and plans to conplete them

Calvin stated that the sentence on Page 11 that reads "These fornul as depend
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upon r being constant over the sanpling intervals throughout the day.” is not

a true statenent; Raynond agreed, and the statenment will be elimnated in the
final proposal. Also, at Calvin's suggestion, the word "ensure” wll be replaced
by "measure’ in the first sentence in Task 4.4 on Page 11. There was no further
di scussion on Cbjective 4, and it was approved.

5. Additional Fish Guiding Efficiency (FG) Studies on Yearling Chi nook

Sal non at The Dalles Dam by Richard Krcma (presented by M ke Gessel).

The Conmittee was not satisfied with the tests as proposed and
recommended and approved the foll ow ng test plan:

a. A 10-day test period in early April that would test a |l owered STS
with the sluice on alternated daily with a lowered STS with the sluice off.
The work shoul d be done as soon as enough fish are avail able but before the
tests would inmpact |arge nunbers of upriver fish.

b. A 5day test period with or w thout sluice dependi ng upon which
condi tion proves best in the early tests. This should be done | ater
preferably on an ascending part of the curve and prior to the peak mgration
period for smolting upriver fish.

c. The go-no go group nmentioned previously in these notes
(researchers, CofE Contract O ficers, agency and tribal representatives, and
WBC) woul d dictate exact timng; the Cof E and the researcher agreed to abide

by the decisions of this group.

Wllis felt the effectiveness of spill should be tested at The Dal | es Dam
sonetine; Arndt replied there is a spill nmonitoring plan being devel oped for
the future, and he will keep agencies inforned.

The proposal was approved as nodified.
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6. Evaluating of rehabilitated juvenile fish collection and passage

system at John Day Dam FY86 by R chard Krcrma (presented by M ke Gessel).

hj ective 1 invoked sone discussion. Calvin asked if OPE data devel oped
when there were small nunbers of fish present in the gatewell could be
expected to be the sanme as when | arge nunbers were present? Gessel replied,
there are no data to indicate the nunbers of fish in the gatewell would
critically bias the data. Arndt questioned if OPE tests were needed; WIIians
felt conditions at John Day Damwarranted further testing. Burchfield asked
for a schedule of the tests to be devel oped-- Gessel agreed to include this in
the final proposal. Burchfield asked if the nunmbers of fish inpacted could be
devel oped; it was finally agreed that this was not really possible. The
Commi ttee recomended and approved the follow ng plan for Objective 1:

a. Initiate the study with the tests in the proposal

b. Follow these tests with experinments that test altered head and
vertical barrier screens and panels.

c. Fine tune the systemw thin its inherent constraints.

Vreel and asked that reasons for adjusting the tainter gates be stated in
the rewitten proposal; Gessel agreed.

The Conmittee approved (bjective 2 and asked that the researchers justify
in the final proposal the reasons for the required nunbers of fish nentioned
in the | ast paragraph on Page 5 of the 1 Cctober proposal. The Committee al so
asked that the researchers start with the releases at the bottom of the system
and then work back (this nay elimnate sone tests).

Cbj ective 3 was approved with very little comment. Calvin cautioned that
in Task 3.1 ‘reliability" actually neant ‘repeatability” and “efficiency’

actual |y meant ‘percent capture.’
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7. "Studies at McNary Damto inprove fish guiding efficiency of

subyear|ing chinook sal nmon” by Richard Krcnma (presented by George Swan).

To begin the consideration of this proposal, some errors and omm ssions
in the proposal were corrected. A Table 2 showing the FGE and vertica
distribution plan was added (this was also corrected in some m nor ways--
corrected copy attached —Attachment 6). On the last line of Page 8, '56 was
changed to "156." In Line 4 on Page 10, the equation "56 x 2 STS x 30 =
9, 360" was changed to "156 x 2 STS x 15 = 4,680." In Lines 5 and 6 on
Page 10, the nunber "522" was changed to 870" and the equation 20 x 2 STS x
30 = 1, 740" was changed to "29 x 2 STS x 15 = 870." In Line 7 on Page 10, the
nunber "4, 740" was changed to "4,620° and the nunber "12,360" was changed to
"8,430."

Calvin stated that if the vertical distribution varies significantly
between Units 5B and 5C, additional tests will need to be run (Item1
Page 6). Raynond agreed that additional replicates would need to be run to
det ermi ne degree of variance and then adjust the data accordingly.

Cerke asked if small fish could be expected to inpinge on the deflector
at the 30° angle? Raynond said he didn't know, but because the study was in
late July, real small fish should not be present.

Barila stated that based on tenperature, Valla Walla Operations thought
Unit 7 might be better to use than Unit 5. Raynond and WIIlians responded
that the work should be done where the nost fish are | ocated.

The question was raised again on the adequacy of using one vertical row
of nets to sanple the fish population in the gatewell as opposed to tota
coverage. Gessel and Swan agreed to provide Calvin with data from Lower

G anite, MNary, and downriver danms. Calvin agreed to review and nmake a

38



determination. If the 1/3 sanple is deenmed i nadequate, appropriate
nodi fications will be made in the study plans.

The proposal was approved.

Baril a handed out a brief plan for addi ng hydroacoustic work at Little
Goose, Lower Monumental, and McNary Dans (Attachment 7).

The Conmittee had no probl emwi th conbining the hydroacoustic work with
NVFS studi es and urged that careful coordination be acconplished. The
Conmittee asked that Barila devel op a conplete concept and put out a Scope of
Work. The Committee asked to see the Scope e° Wirk so they could revi ew and
suggest changes or additions (this was to be acconplished by 26 Novenber).
The Conmittee al so asked that their review be a part of the ultinate bid
eval uati on process. An energency mneeting or conference call could be arranged
if major conflicts devel op.

8. 'Determine fish guiding efficiency of subnmersible traveling screens at

Lower Monunental Dam by Richard Krcrma (presented by George Swan).

Sone initial corrections were made to the proposal as subnmitted. The
first sentence on Page 1 was nodified to read "The Colunmbia River Fish and
Wldlife Programcalls for a study to determ ne the benefits of a screening
and bypass sytem at Lower Monunental Dam (404 B8, anended)  (per Arndt). In
Line 1 of the first paragraph begi nning on Page 4, the words "between three
and” were del eted. Sentence 1 on Page 7 was changed to read "I nformati on on
hori zontal distribution of salnonids at Lower Monunmental Damwill be obtained
from sanpling conducted in 1986 for the general fish nonitoring program or
from hydroacoustic data.’

Swan distributed a table that outlined the test plan (Attachnent 8). The

Conmittee approved the plan and noted that Week 1 would require 6 days because
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of the alternating (daily) schedule. The Conmmittee also agreed that they felt
confortable about terminating further testing, if the FGE obtained in Wek 1's
testing were 70% or higher.

The Conmittee approved the proposal with the previously nentioned
corrections, etc.

9. 'Deternmine what is required for acceptable fish guiding efficiency

(FGE) of subnersible traveling screens at Little Goose Damand if FGE is being

affected by varying levels of smoltification in yearling chinook sal non" by

Ri chard Krcma, George Swan, and Al bert Gorgi (prEaented by Swan and G orgi).

Agai n sone text corrections were nade. On Page 2, Line 12, the word
"assumed’ was added between ‘the' and ‘snoltification.” The footnote to
Table 1 (Page 7) was elimnated. The footnote on Page 17 was al so elim nated.

The Section on FCGE tests was approved with little discussion

There was sone di scussion on the Snoltification Section. The Conmittee
felt that scale sanples should be taken, and G orgi agreed to nodify
Paragraph 3 on Page 14 to include an appropriate scale sanpling and anal ysis
pl an.

Consi der abl e di scussion took place as to the proper way for Gorgi to
sanple fish in raceways. It was agreed that it is very difficult to get a
true random sanple, and G orgi agreed he would research the problem and
utilize the best nr-hod he can devel op

The question was raised as to why a 20fish sanple was being used in
Task 2.2; Gorgi responded that this was the nunber needed for assays per
Zaugg and Di ckhoff. The Conmittee asked that G orgi better define what
Task 2.2 will accomplish; Gorgi agreed to clarify Task 2.2.

The Conmittee approved this proposal with the comments nentioned

previ ously.

40



10. 'Mtigation of stresses associated with passage, collection, and

mar ki ng at McNary Dam by Carl Schreck.

Arndt distributed the proposal for a laboratory study that was received
late (Attachment 9). He asked the Conmittee, to consider its nerits and to
et the Conmittee Chairman know if they feel it should be conducted if
avail able funds will permt.

At the conclusion of the nmeeting Arndt requested that the researchers
work very carefully with Barila and WIlianms to coordinate project inpacts
brought about by changes resulting fromthe Committee's reconmendati ons.

The nmeeting was aj ourned at about 1545 hours 30 COctober.

Attachnents
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APPENDIX [V
Mainstem Passage of Juvenile Fish

At this meeting the Northwest Power Planning Council is considering amending its fish and wildlife
program to improve the survival rate of young salmon and steelhead as they migrate down the river
system to the ocean. This will have a direct effect on the Snake River saimon and steelhead runs.

The proposed amendment deals with interim objectives for the percentage of young fish that survive
each of eight mainstem Columbia and Snake River dams on their way downriver. These dams are
operated by the Army Corps of Engineers. If adopted, the amendment will guide the operation of each
dam until permanent mechanical improvements for fish passage are made. The major mechanism for
meeting these interim survival objectives is called "spill” and involves releasing fish-laden water through
a spillway which bypasses the dam's turbines.

Improving the downstream survival rate of these fish at the hydroelectric dams on the Columbia and
Snake Rivers plays a key role in restoring the Northwest's salmon and steelhead runs. Without this
improvement, the young fish spawned in upper reaches of the river are unable to travel safely to the
ocean, thus jeopardizing ratepayer investments in other projects throughout the basin.

At each dam. the fish face turbines which kill many and stun or disorient others making them easy
prey for predators. The mortality rate for fish passing through each dam's turbines is approximately 15
percent. Using this average, if 100 fish begin their migration above the first dam on the Snake River,
only 23 survive past the last dam. This example assumes no bypass systems or other measures are
used to deflect the fish from the turbines.

Measures such as bypass systems and spill increase the number of survivors. The efficiency of these
measures varies at each dam, and some dams have no bypass system at all. The Council's Columbia
River Basin Fish and Wildiife Program calls for permanent mechanical improvements at each dam, but
untit those improvements are in place. the Council set an interim objective.

Currently the interim objective calls for a survival rate of at least 90 percent at each of the eight Corps’
dams. In early 1985, region’s fishery agencies and Indian tribes asked the Council to review that
objective because, they argued, it was inadequate.

Working with the fishery agencies and tribes. as well as the Corps and the Bonneville Power
Admiristration. and aided by an advisory committee, the Council has reviewed the current objective.
Public hearings were held throughout the Northwest this winter to solicit further input.

After extensive consultations, the Council is now ready to consider four alternatives. One alternative is
to stay with the status quo. The other three alternatives would go further toward improving the survival
rate of the young fish. Each alternative is based on the best available scientific knowledge. and must
be judged on the basis of its biological benefit to the fish and its impact on the power system.

(2-11-86)
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